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BY HAND DELIVERY
Mr. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Mr. Caton:

Re: Ex Parte Presentation
ET Docket No. 94-124 DOCKET FILE

On March 28, 1995, a representative of Teledesic Corporation ("Teledesic")
met with a Federal Communications Commission ("Commission") representative to discuss
matters related to issues addressed in Teledesic's comments and reply comments in ET Docket
No. 94-124 and written ex parte filings in CC Docket No. 92-297. In the course of the
conversation, the attached letter was referenced. Teledesic was represented by Tom Downey,
President, Downey, Chandler, Inc. The Commission was represented by Chairman Reed E.
Hundt.

Pursuant to Section 1. 1206(a)(2) of the Commission's RuIes, an original and
one copy of this letter are enclosed. Copies of this letter are being provided simultaneously to
the Commission representative identified above.

Very truly yours,

~~~O~/~
Tom W. Davidson, P.C. ./

cc: Chairman Reed E. Hundt

No. of COPieBrec'd~
UstABCOE



March 28, 1995

The Honorable Jack Fields
Chairman, House Commerce Subcommittee

on Telecommunications and Finance
2228 Rayburn Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-6117

Dear Chairman Fields:

RECEIVED

1IR3 oms
FEDEIW.caaMUNlCATOIOOUMISS~
. OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

We are writing to ask for your leadership in resolving a
significant disput~.b~tweenglobalsatellite service providers
and proponents of iocal multipoint distribution services (LMDS)
over the reallocation of radio spectrum in the 27.5 - 29.5 GHz
band to LMDS. A swift resolution of this problem is critical to
the U.S. satellite communications industry's future development
and continued world preeminence.

The satellite systems proposed by U.S. companies in the 27.5
- 29.5 GHz band are intrinsically global in scope and therefore
require a global allocation of radio spectrum. Recognizing the
importance of such a global allocation, in 1971 the International
Telecommunication Union allocated the Ka Band (27.5 - 30.0 GHz
uplinks and 17.7 - 20.2 GHz downlinks) with U.S. agreement, for
worldwide use by satellite services.

From the 1971 agreement to the present, the world's
satellite community, including in the U.S., has regarded the Ka
Band as the expansion band that will provide the satellite
industry the spectrum it needs to deliver both narrowband and
broadband voice, data and video services. With recent advances
in satellite technology, that vision is on the verge of becoming
reality.

Unfortunately, while our industry is poised to implement
these expanded global satellite services, the Federal
Communications Commission has spent the past two years
considering whether to allow a terrestrial service, called LMDS,
to use eighty percent of the Ka Band to provide wireless cable
television services. As part of this consideration, the FCC's
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee last year determined that sharing
of frequencies between LMDS and global satellite services is not
possible due to interference caused by the close placement of
LMDS receivers near satellite earth station transmitters.
Consequently, one of the options before the FCC is to choose
between licensing either global satellite services or LMDS in the
27.5 - 29.5 GHz band.

While the FCC must make a choice, that choice does not have
to disadvantage either service -- a win-win solution is available
that benefits both technologies and brings the U.S. into
compliance with international standards. The Commission can
designate the 40.5 - 42.5 GHz band ("41 GHz band") for LMDS in an
ongoing proceeding. This will provide LMDS proponents with the



amount of spectrum they claim to require for their service, while
pr~serving the ~se of the Ka Band for global satellite systems.

Importantly, contrary to the assertions of the LMDS
proponents, LMDS operation in the 41 GHz band is technically and
economically comparable to operation in the 27.5 - 29.5 GHz band.
In their FCC filings, NASA and other parties have shown that
while certain LMDS equipment components will cost more at 41 GHz
than at 27.5 - 29.5 GHz, the difference in cost between LMOS
systems in the two frequency bands is relatively small and
disappears over time. Perhaps more importantly, providing LMDS
with the 41 GHz band would be consistent with the International
Telecommunication Union's worldwide allocation of the Ka Band for
global satellite services and it would bring the U.S. into
conformance with Europe where spectrum in the 41 GHz band is
allocated for LMOS-type service.

We ask that you exercise your considerable leadership in
bringing about a win-win resolution to the FCC's spectrum
allocation proceeding. While this issue remains unresolved, the
opportunity costs to our industry continue to grow, development
of the Global Information Infrastructure slows and international
competitors close in on our nation's preeminent status in global
satellite communications.

Thank you for your time and attention and we look forward to
your response.

Boeing Defense
e.G. King
President



amount of tpectrum they =laim t~ requlre tor their serv1ce, while
pre.erving the u•• of the Ka Band for global satellite syttem..

Importaatly, contrary to the a.tertions ~f the LMDS
proponent., tMDI operation in the 41 GHz band is techn1c.~!y and
economically ~rable to operation :n the 27.5 • 29.S GHz band.
In their FCC fil1ng., NASA and other parties have shown that
while certain LMDS e~1pment components will ccst more at 41 GKz
than at 27.5 - 2'.5 GHz, the difference in cost between ~S
syeteme in the two frequency bands is relatively small and
di••ppear8 ever time. ?erhaps more importantly, providing LMDS
with the 41 GRa band would be eon.i.te~t with the International
Telecommunieaeion onion'. worldwide allocation 0: the Ka Sand for
global satellite ••rv1c•• and it would bring the u.s. into
conformance with Europe where spectrum in the 41 GHz band is
~lloeated for LMDS-type service.

w. ask -:hat yr.'I\.1 F.'YPTrd IIlIll yl"l11r r-(")""i np.rlllhle leader.hiE! in
bringing about a win·win reaolution to the FCC's spectrum
allooaeion proceed1ng. While this i&.u. remains tmr.Mnlv_n, ~h~

opportunity coat. to our indu.try continue to grow, development
of the Global Information Infr••tr~Qtur. slow. and int.r"a~inn_'

competitors clo.e in on our nation'S preeminent status in global
a.t.:lit. communication•.

Thank you for your tim. and attention and we look forward to
your relponl•.

SinZ/ .•.~
HUg~nc.
K.yll~ tf. McGl:4t.ll
Pre.ident & Chief Executive Officer



amount of spectrum they claim to require for their service, while
pre.erving the us. of the Ka Band for global satellite systems.

IJIlPOrtafttly, contrary to the assertion-s of the LMDS
proponent., LMDI operation in the 41 GHz band i8 technically and
economically cOIIIparable to op,eration in the 27. S - .t. 5 Glb band.
In their FCC filing., NASA and other partie. have shown that
while certain LMDS equipment components will co.t more at 41 GHz
than at 27.S - 29.5 GHz, the difference in cost between LMOS.y.t.... in tb. two frequency banda i. relati.vely small and
diaeppeara over time. Perhaps more importantly, providing LMDS
with the 41 QHs band would be consistent with the International
TeleCOMmUnication onion'. worldwide alloeation of the Ka Band for
global s.tellite ..rvic:.s and it would bring' the O.S. into
conformance with SUrope where spectrum in the 41 GHz band is
allocated for LMDS-type service.

We ask that you exercis. your considerable leader.hip in
bringing about a win-win resolution to the PCC'••pectrum
allocation proc_ding. While this issue remains unresolved, the
opportunity co.ts to our industry continue to grow, development
of the Global Information Infrastructure slows and international
COMpetitor. clo•• in on our naeion'8 preeminent statu. in global
.atel1it. communicacion•.

Thank you for your time and attention and we look forward to
your response.

Sincerely,

Olin Aerospace Division
William W. Smith
Pre.1dent

,; ,;
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I
amaun~ Qf 8peCtrum ~hey claim to require tor their service, while
prea~tbg the use ~f the la BAnd for global ~tellit. ey~tema.

lllPO~anely, ntrary to the ••sert1ons of the LMD8
prOIpoaellte, LMrX!! 0 ration in to. 41 GHs band 1. teehn1ea ly and
eaonocioally CQIIIMLl' 1'1 to op.ration in Lb. ~7.5 - :.1'.5 band.
tn their PCC til , IQ8A. az:ul other parti.. have~ t
wh11e cert.~ ums quiPMJlt CCMIIponenta will coat lIOn at 41 GHz
tban. at 27.5 .. Z'. 5 ,the cI1fferanc:e iJa coat. 1MttWl!!lU
IIY8t- in the two nay band. i. r.l-.t1vely ...~u
en••ppear. over ti . »et'bap. IlIIOre illPOrtutly., pro"id
with tile 41 •• wou14 be eoa.1ateft!: with the IDf:.ZDa
'l'aleac•• 'nioa'£OIl OIl' a ...14w14a al1oea.~i0I1 of ~h.· b
;l.obal Nt.liie. $ae. ad it wCNlci bring the a. s. 1nt
ODafOZOMaDc. Wit:A wIMt" ~ctt'\l.. iD 1:be 41 cm. baDe! 1.
allocated fer LMD'-t aervfoe .

.. alJc that youlexeraiM your cona1derable le.4e·rtIlu.a
briag1q abcNt a win win naolution to the Pee' a 8ptlat%WI
allocatloa proc.edim' ..:1.1. thi. 1.~ relUiu unreaolv • the
opportunity co.e. to ClU% 1Dduatxy cODt1nl.le to grow, deftlopnllft·t
of the Clobal Info tiOD In!~trueture slowe and late ional
OOIIPetitara c:la.. :i.D an QUI" nation' - pre••1Dfmt .tat;u. in lebal
••~.llit. Qommun1c:at OQ8.

I I

you~ :-.::: for y+Ur tiM and. at.tent1cm and we look f0ztarc:l to

81fteerely,

~~Jjf) {3d{-<M~
Orioc Network 8y_tee., I~e.
11. 5ell Sauer
Pns14et , Chief ixecutive I

Officttr



amount ot ~.etrum tney claim to require for their ••rvice. while
pre••I'V1ng tne 1.1•• of the Xa Band for global aatellite ly.te1ll8.

Iapoz1:&atly, ocmtrary to the •••eftiol'1. of the LMD8
pZ'OPOD-ta, UIDS opel'aeiOD in th••1 aHz band i. technically aDd
.oQD~iaa11y c~abl. to operation in the 27.5 - 29.5 OBI Dand.
In ~b8i~ POe fi11D1., NASA &Ad other parties have -hewn that
while ~ert.1n t.MD8 equipmant component I will ooat more at 41 GR.
than at 27.5 - 2'.5 GIl., eM dittereno. in oo.t: bettNtea :LMDe
Iy.t.... 112 the two fraquuey banda ia relatively -.11 and
d1..ppear. over time. Parhap. !lOre intpOrtantly, pJ:ovidJ.ng 1JG)8
with the 41 aHa band would. be coul.tent w1tn the IDtezouticmal
T.l.~ic.~loDonion'. worldwide ~lloeati~ of the Ka land tor
global ••CIllite ••rv1c•• &Ad 1t would ~r1Df the cr••• iDto
CCIDfontaee with Iuz'ope when ~t%'WI in the 41 Ob bud 1.
allocated tor LMDI-type .ervice.

We au that you e.rei•• you c01l.i4erabl. lea4ersAlp 112
bri_~ ahcn1t • "in-..,in ~••oluciOD to the wee'. epeet~
al1ocatlOD proclecUng. While th1a i ...... r_1u UDZ'elolYe4, tbe
OfPO.rtuait.y coat. to our lDdua~~ CODt1nua ~o grow, 4a"'l~tor the Global Infonat:i.oD InfraatruCltun .10.8 an4 ill~ern.aticaal
cOIIPItitor. clo.. in em ouZ' nation" pre.llinen~ eeatua 121 global
latellite CJa-wUCAtiOl1ll.

'!'hank you for your time aDd attention Bd .. look forwrd. to
your re......

....



amount of spectrum they claim ~o require for their service, while
pre,~rvi~g the use 0: the Ka Band for glcbal satellite systems.

Tmpnrtantly, contrary to the assertions of the LMDS
proponents, LMDS operat:on in the 41 GHz band is technically and
9conomir~1'y comparable to operation in the 27.5 - 29.5 GHz band.
In their FCC filings, NASA and other parties have shown that
while certain LNnq ~~lipment components will cost more at 41 GH2
than at 27.5 - 29.5 GHz, the difference in cost between LMDS
I!!:Y8tQm~ in the two freqw~n~y h.-"rlA is relatively small and
d~Bappears over time. Perhaps mere importantly, providing LMDS
w1th the 11 GRz band would b. con~i~rpnr wir.h the International
Telecommunication Union's worldwide a:location of the Ka Band for
gloDQl o~tel1ite &ervicec and it would bri~g ~h~ IT.S. inte
contormance with Europe where spectrum in the 41 GHz band is
alloc~tcd for LMDS-typQ aarvice.

We a~k that you cxcrcice your conciderablQ lead@rsh;~ i~

bringing about a win-win resolution to the FCC'S spectrum
~lluc4tion proceeding. While this issue rcm~in8 unreQolved, the
opportunity coses to our industry 8cntinue to grow, development
ot the OluL41 In!o~mation Infrastr~cture ~lows and intornational
competitors close In on our nation'S preeminent status in global
satellite (';()llIlIlUHlt.:dLiullii.

Thank you rUL yUUL L.Llll~ and attention and we look forward to
your respons8.

~:;;~/.* _.-'L__

Satellite Broadcasting and
Communications Association
And.y ?aul.
Senior Vi:e ?resident



amount of spectrum they claim to require for their service, while
pres~rving the use of the Ka Band for global satellite systems.

Importantly, contrary to the assertions of the LMDS
proponents, LMDS operation in the 41 GHz band is technically and
economically comparable to operation in the 27.5 - 29.5 GHz band.
In their FCC filings, NASA and other parties have shown that
while certain LMDS equipment components will cost more at 41 GHz
than at 27.5 - 29.5 GHz, the difference in cost between LMDS
systems in the two frequency bands is relatively small and
disappears over time. Perhaps more importantly, providing LMDS
with the 41 GHz band would be consistent with the International
Telecommunication Union's worldwide allocation of the Ka Band for
global satellite services and it would bring the u.s. into
conformance with Europe where spectrum in the 41 GHz band is
allocated for LMDS-type service.

We ask that you exercise your considerable leadership in
bringing about a win-win resolution to the FCC's spectrum
allocation proceeding- While this issue remains unresolved, the
opportunity costs to our industry continue to grow, development
of the Global Information Infrastructure slows and international
competitors close in on our nation's preeminen~ status in global
satellite communications.

Thank you for your time and attention and we look forward to
your response.

~----_.
Teledesic Corporation
Russell Daggatt
President



amount or spectrum they ::laim to rl!quire for thei r servL::e I ""hi le
preserving t~e use of ~he Ka Sand fo= globa: sacellite systems.

Importantly, contrary to the assertior.s 0: the LMDS
proponents, LMD9 operation ~r. the 4: GHz nand is techni=ally and
economica~ly ccmparable to operatio~ in the 27.5 - 29.5 GHz band.
In their FCC filings, NASA and other parties ~ave shown that
~hile certaih LMDS equi~~ent components will cost more at 41 GHz
than at 27.5 - 29.5 GHz, :he difference in cos+.:: between LMDS
eystems in the two freque~cy bands :6 relatively small and
jiaappears over ti~e. Perhaps ~ore i~port~ntly, providing LMOS
~ith the 41 GHz band would be cor.sister.t wi~h the International
Telecommunication union's worldwide allocation of the Ka Band for
g~obal satellite serv~ces and ~t would bring the U.S. into
conformance wi:c Europe where spectrum in the 41 GHz band is
allocatee for LMDS-type ser'/:.ce.

We ask that you exercise your considerable leadership in
bringi~g about ~ wi~-win resclutlon ~o the FCC's spectrum
~llocation proceedi~g. Whlle :his ~ss~e remains unresolved, the
opportunity coats to our ind~st~ cor.tin~e to grow, development
of the Global Information :n:rastruc~ure slows and inte~national

competitors close in en our ~atio~'s preeminent status :n globa:
satellite communicatio~s.

Thank you tor YO~ll" time and at :ention and we look forw~rd \:0
your response.

Sincerely,

Timothy ~anr.emann

Executlve Vice Pres~dent and General
Manager
Space and ~lec:ronics Group
TRW Inc



uou.nt of apactrwl they claim to require foZ' t.h.s.r ••¥'Vlce, vhile
p~••erv1n9 the u.. ot ~h. Xa land far global a.tall1t••y.t....

lIIPOctutly, aontZ'al'y to the •••ut-lona of the UID.
proponenu, UID8 opera~1on in the 41 GUa 'bend :i.a t:ec:lm1cally and
.conaalaal1y aa.parabl. to operation in the 27.5 • ~'.I GH. band.
In ~.1z rcc t11ift9_, VASA and othu parti•• have shown that
Whil. a_taln um. equ1paent: ocapoaent. w11l 00tIt: IIOra at. 41 OB.
than at 21.!I • 2'.!I GIla, the cUfference in co.'t between LIIDI
8Y8t._ 1ft Cha two frequency banda 1. J:elat1vely ...11 anet
41HppeC8 Ofta"' t,1_. p.m.p_ IaOr. 1aportantly, prDvi4ift9 LJID8
vlt1l the 41 GM. bend "0'114 ba conal.tent: vU:h the %llternat.1onal
T.leOOW8Unloat,loft onion'. wol:'14v1de allocation at the I. Band for
gloMl .at.111~e ..rvla•• and it would kin9 tlle U••• lneo
oon~GZ'UnCHI v:l.t:.h ~op. vb... spectrua in the .1 ex. band 1•
• 11oc.~" t~ LKD8.type aervloa.

Wa uk t.hat you exerci•• yo~ c:oNllclera~1.e laaderahlp 1n
bt-inflftfJ abou't • ,,In-w1" ~••olu~ion i:o t.ha PCC'. apecb'Wa
allocation proaaecs1nv. Whil. -chi. i.••ue r ...1M Uftl'e.alW4, ell.
oPPOl"am11:y co.u to 0Ul" 1ndw1try continua to grow, CSev.1DplMlDt
ot the Global Intonation Intr••tt"Uotur••1"". ancl In'tenlatiemal
oa.pe'titora elo.. in on our nation'8 pr•••ift.n~ .~a~u. in 910bal
.a~lll~. ~1c.~ian••

Tbank you tor your tiM and .t.~.n~:lon and w. look tOZ'Vard to
your " ••po"•••

8iftCuely,

atiOM, Inc.



amount of spectrum ~r.ey claim :0 require for their service, while
preserving the u~~ nf the Ka Band for qlobal satellite systems.

Impc~tantly, eontr~ry to the assertions of the LMDS
proponents, LMDS operation in the 41 GHz band is technically and
economically Qcmparabl~ to op~T~tion in the 27.5 - 29.5 GHz band.
In their FCC filings, NASA and other parties have shown that
whIle certain LMDS aquipment compOnp.nt"R will cost more at 41 GHz
than at 27.5 - 29.S GHz, the difference in cost between LMDS
sy»l.t::tma in the two frequency band~ is rF.'li=tr.ively small and
di8appears over time. Perhaps more importantly, providing LMDS
with Lh. 41. GHz ~and would :be eonaililt.nt w"irh the International
Telecommunication Union's worldwide allocation of the Ka Band for
global t:it4tellite .erviccQ ~d it would bring t'h~ U.S. into
conformance with Europe where spectrum in the 41 GHz band is
allocated Lv£ LMDS-type ~ervicc.

We ask that yuu exercise your conoiderabl. lead.r.hi~ in
bringing about a win-win resolution to the FCC's spectrum
a~!oeae1on proceeding. ~llle this issue rem~inD unr••olvQd, th~

opportunity costs to our industry continue to grow, development
of tne Global Intormat.ioIJ IUL,14stl.·ucture ~lOWQ o.nd intQrnation~l

competitor, close in on our nation's preeminent status in global
satellite communiCations.

Thank you for your time and QI.L~lltion and we look forward to
your re.ponse.

Sincerely"

Lon C. Levin
Vice Pres1c1ent and .!{egulatory Cou..u~tll

American Mobile Satellite corporation



amount of spectrum they claim to require for their service, while
preserving the use of the Ka Band for global satellite systems.

Importantly, contrary to the assertions of the LMDS
proponents, LMDS operation in the 41 GHz band is technically and
economically comparable to operation in the 27.5 - 29.5 GHz band.
In their FCC filings, NASA and other parties have shown that while
certain LMDS equipment components will cost more at 41 GHz than at
27.5 - 29.5 GHz, the difference in cost between LMDS disappears
over time. Perhaps more importantly, providing LMDS with the 41
GHz band would be consistent with the International
Telecommunication Union's worldwide allocation of the Ka Band for
global satellite services and it would bring the U.S. into
conformance with Europe where spectrum in the 41 GHz band is
allocated for LMDS-type service.

We ask that you exercise your considerable leadership in
bringing about a win-win resolution to the FCC's spectrum
allocation proceeding. While this issue remains unresolved, the
opportunity costs to our industry continue to grow, development of
the Global Information Infrastructure slows and international
competitors close in on our nation's preeminent status in global
satellite communications.

Thank you for your time and attention and we look forward to
your response.

Sincerely,

f)~t£){l~-
Vance D. Co1;t~n

President a COO
Space and Strategic Missiles Sector
Lockheed Martin Corporation


